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C*eneraI cornmen& 

ColnImnt 1: ? 

Gened Lack of Resoonse tn Division CQ- n -The Division finds that the DOE has in genehi failed 
to adequately respond to or resolve the vast majority of our corn- ad concerns in this dtaft CMSES 
report. These c o n c ~  were d i s d  with DOE staff in several meetings and are documaxed in the 
Division's ammwrs to TM 10 and TM 11. The WE'S failure to resolve mesa commem~ has resulted 
in the submittal of an hcomplere and inadquzte draft WS/FS. 
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Response: , 

DOE has made every effort to adequately respond to cornmeats received from both =A 2nd C D P E  
Many of the c0rwrn.s listed in the State's comments on the OU-I CMSfFS have not been raised during 
&e vduus  working xe&gs held between DOE, €PA, and the State since January of this year. Issues 
s u b  BS classification of Mss 130 as a mixed m e  IandfiIl s i g n i f i d y  impact the cement of the OCJ-i 
CMSES and shouid have been discussed during the identification of pre lknhaq  remediatioa goals add 
rmed'bl amion alternatives. Addirionalty, redmid input from b& agencies received during working 
meetings bas not been repre&%ative of wriaen cornmeats received after review of both TMS and the 
CMSiFS repon. For exampie, the Stafe has C F ~ M  h m i y  on the ConegtuaI approzch and 
parameters used to deveIop tbe OU-1 groundwater model. This information was presented to;both 
agencies through several meetings beginning h June of this year and contbuing through July. Both 
agencies were involved in reviewing the model as it was developed a d  at no rime did either agency 
indicate a concvgn over the coaceptuat approach applied, DOE is disappointed that the State has criticized 
DOE'S approach to the consultive process, while oCrathmhg to limit the value of such meetings. 'llese 
dmarhies have hhdaed proper resolution of olrtftplding issues - issucs which often rimes ate not 
~ m s d  early in &e process due t9 the State's ansiStent sub- of Commems ou OU-1 dacumenn 
weeks after EPA cclmmenps ate received on the same doameat. I 

, I 

Commertt 2: I 

Pole of h e  Srare an d RCRA Carreaion Am 'an in Remed y Selection - ~ b i s   raft CMS/FS is &e~y 
focused oa CERCL4 and the CERCLA process. No attempt has been made to meet the Scbte's 

RCRAICHWA requirements, U0de.r the IAG, the State will make a Coneaive A d ~ o  Decision under 
R C W W A  and the €PA will make a Remedial Action Decision under CER-. The CMSlFS must 
be adequate to support bo& Agencies' decisioas. n e  IAG speci i idly Muires thar Feasibility Studies 
1 Correaive Measures Studies comply with the requirumds of CERCLA, R W ,  CHWA, and perthsf 
guidance and policy [paragrap& 152jc The Division has stated on m y  occasions, both formally and 
infarmally, br the CERCLA process is onIy a template and some modificarions to the p m  W be 
n e c ~  to meet R W C H W A  chis requitements. The DOE has repeatedly ignored these Division 
concerns. 
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guidance takes~precedencaover meeting R W C X W A  CMS needs and requirements. n e  DOE's 
Murecto address this issue has rqulted in the submittal of a deficiem CMS/ps document that does nor 
meet the State's needs h nukhg a comuive &Q d&a fat all IBSs in OU-1. The DOE must fully 
recognize and meuz-all RCRAICRWA requiremats in the Final CMS/FS and, where nwssary, deviatb 
from CERCLA FS guidance to meef such rqaimneats. Cansistcdcy with CERCLA guidance is noc 
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sufficient justification for . .  ignoring'tho Division's C Q U ~  and commen~. I 

Respolt5e 

DOE disagrees whtt the State's comment that the draft CMSJFS report is focused soldy on C E R U  and 
the CEKL.4 pmcess. The Scat+ further claims that DO meqt has been made to mea the Stare's 
R W C W A  requiremeas, WCLA evdUatioa criteria duplicate RCRA evaluation criteria and 
idduds additional criterja which address community and sfate accqmnce, The State has achowledged 
that Seaion 4.0 o€ the report was not reviewed. This section represenrs rhe core of the CMS/FS and 
mntaias a detaiIed evalytloo of boch RCrtA and CERCLA m'teria DOE requests that the State specify 
what requirements are mt being mer under RCRAICHWA, since the detailed analysis of alternatives 
includes discussions on R W  ApARs, eduation miteria, axd source c o a ~ l  measures. Additional 
information regarding specific deficiencies is requested prior to respoadiag to this comment. 

Commmt 3: 

DOE Tnaaomo . riate Proposal for a CAW - The DOE has proposed as part of all remedial altmativea 
€or OU-1, that the Division designate the 881 Hillside at RFFCS as a cocredve acfioa mauagemeaz unit 
(CAMU). The DOE's sole intendon in proposing this designationappears to be avoiding the activerchn- 
up of the hillside. The Division is bewildered by &a DOE's sppatenr lack of understanding of the intear 
and subszance of the C A N  regulations, The intent of CAMU is to hilitace ap ef f t ive  and &ciezlc 
remedy, not to avoid the need for 'active mttective actioa. TheDivision finds rhe application of CAMU 
proposed by the DOE in this document to ba incornistent with the intent of the C A W  regulations and 
boch the substantive and administrztive requirements of CAMU. 

The Division is extremely d'kqqoiated that we were MC cdnsuked on this p r o p o d  or notified of the 
DOE's intencioa to apply CAMU'at OU-1 prior to the submittal of this CMS/FS report. Based on our 
evaluation of iill information available under OCT-1, the Division finds no basis for designating OU-1 a 
CAMU. If the DOE cad provide sufficient inforhaion supporting &e approgriatenass of a CAMU at 
OU-1, lhis mformation must be discussed and a CAMU designatton agreed to by the AgePcies prior to 
its inclusion in the Final CW3ES. I 

i i 
DOE has proposed use of the Subpart S hazardous was& requirements as a p s i b l e  m a n s  of achieving 
.an effecuve and efficient remedy' for OU-1. "ha iufbrmation on ch5 C o r r W e  A d o n  Madagemeat 
Unit ( C A W  rule that DOE has wcess to is the Commtssion's proceedhgs ou adopting the rule and the 
d e  itself (6 CCR 1007-3,264.552). The C W  approach to OU-l was proposed h this draft C?&/FS 
for review and discussion with the State, as is required under the CAMU d e .  If&* State does ~ O C  agree 
that &e CMS/FS report is the groper forum fbt discussing the C A N  concept at OU-1, &ea DOE 
requests that the State suggest aa appropriam medium for this discussion within the boMdaries OC the 
IAG. - 
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Tnbrmation Neces, t W t o S i D D Q r t d C 0  rrective Adon Decision - Thh comment was origindly made b 
TM 1 I and has nat been resolved to &e Division's satiffaftion in the D ~ a f t  CMSFS. "che daft cIMS/FS 
does not conrain sufficient iaformarion to suppore a CAD for alI of the IHSSS in OU-1. Tlte Division 

I 

Comment 4:. 

The evaluarion of each mSS is consistent with the CERCLA process and has been recognized by the €PA 
as necessary and appropriate for all OUs at RFETS. Regardless of CERCLA guidance, the Division 
requires the CMSES coatah sufiicient information to Wly support a arrective action deckion by the 
Division under RCWJCHWA fo6 each IHSS and/or Source area in OU-I. 

The DOE disagreement with the Di~isioa's application ofthe risk screening approach is concernifbo. 'Ihk 
screening rnerhod01ogy 'WBS agreed to by all parties, indudbig the DOE. 

The development of remedial action alternatives mum start at the IHSS and/or source level. Corrective 
measures must be seiected for each II.IsS and/or sourcearea &at are fully protective and m a  all: 
appropriate RAOs and PRGs. ?be number and range of dtematives evaluated for ea.& lHSS andlor 
source area may be limited by rhe scope and ~~mpiexicy of c a t a d m i o n  and availability of ueaanenc 
options. Alternatives selected for each IHSS should thea be combined to form a range of remedial action 
alternatives for che operable unit, When appropriate, IHSSs with similar effective alternatives can be 
combined to achieve economies of scald. .4krnarives developed at the operable unit tevel must provide 
the range of aitematives prescriki in EPA guidance. 

The Division recognizes that it may uoc be efficient to address ail contamination stricdy through IHSSs, 
in some inStances it may be more efficient to address an area of COataaination as a source area 
independent of the IHSSs. This does not mean that & mss does nnt need to be addressed.' 

The DOE statement, in res&ase to this cclmmeat'aader Th4 11, that the groundwater contaminarion d 
the eastern edge of thc operable Uaithas MI beea "definirively" tied eo any one IHSS is cone but totally 
misleading. As reponed in the OU-l RFURI Report, this conramination was in fact ataibuted by the 
DOE to rnuitiple IHSSs, although ~~oc~definitively". To dcfinltively ds the con-- OD. the eastern 
edge of OU-1 to IRSS 119.2 d o c  the 9(13 Pad would ceqUire additional, kgeiy 
characterkbn field work. RegardIess of the SOUTCB of cddtamindtion near a 119.2 rmuf be 
addressed in the OU-1 CMS/FS.i 

R&spolrse: 

The meetings referenced in this comment were held d u h g  the prepradon of the OU-1 CMS/FS t e p a  
Both regulamy agencies have t q d y  denied DOES i n f b d  r w  to extend the schedule for 
preparation of the CMSES r ep& Many of the commenLs received on &e OU-1 c!&.lFS are baed  on 
wesolved issues from the OW-j RFI/RI repon. The state must r e c a p h  thar matry of these issues 
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h p a a  the CMS/FS d k d y  and &erefore impact its schedde. Becaure boch ag&es have repeatedly 
iaSttedthat the CMS/FS report be produced prior ro resolutionof thew issues, agreements d e  b w &  

In addition, as stated in the reqhs to corneap received on TM 11, DOE does we agree tbat 
individual mSSs should be examined for remedial action al&ves. The IAG sbtes that the cER& 
RIfiS guidance should be used as the template fot conducting OU CMSESs. The XAG also establishes 
the ou wuctpt aad recognizes &e need tot evaluating remedial actio= arthe ou level. ne ou a&t 
is particulatly suited to the cirbmstadces of OW, &ere unspecified source. of groundwafer 
coatamidation have resulted h OU-wide c o n w n  at various lev&. The OU-1 RFI/RX ducnmh 
aIso does not support an IHSS by.IBSS evaluation. Vthe Srate fteis that tKSSs should be emluazed 
individually for overdI protection tu human health and the environmenf then the State should initiata 
these evaluations through the RFI/RI process and not the CMS/Fs process. The BFU results must at 
some point be used by the Stare ta d&ne if funher d o n  is warranted ac a s k ,  or in thip case,,& 
an IHSS. It is inappropriate €or the State to request that the CMS/FS be used as a vehide to id- no 
acdon decisions prior to dnductiug a detailed analysis. 

DOE requests &at the State provide additional guidance on the value of evaluating each IHSS and soucce 
area independently in the OU-1 CMSES report As the last paragraph of this commznt suggesci, '..-the 
coataminatioa near IH.$S il9.1 must be addressed regarcUess of its source.' DOE does nor believe that 
the groundwxer medium beneath OU-1, which represents the highest potendal risk fa viable receptors, 
can be evaluatzd on the basis o f  individual MsSs. DOE has proposed dternarives that remediie both 
the most waartlinared areas of OU-1 groundwater, as weil as b e  OU as a whole. nese  alternatives 
adequately represent potential remedial adon smtegies at this OU. 

C O m m ~ t  5: 

RCTW/CHSVA Criteria €or the Evaluation of Final Corrective Measure Alrernatives - The Division will 
use rhe RC2.4 correaive action W&W.~OQ criteria presented in the latesr vmion of the RCRA Corrective 
Action Plan (OSWER Dkecrive 9907,.3-2A, May 1994), a guidance document produced by EPA for 
implementation of RCRA corrective action, as guidance in evaluating remedial action alternatives. These 
standards reflect the major technic& components of remedies including c l a p  of rdeases, sura control 

the agencies and DO€ may not be represate4 in thee draft CMSES. f 
i 

I 

and managemenc of wastes that are generated by remedial acrivities. I 

'Tbe specific standards as set out in the R W  CAP guidance include 1) protect human health and &e 

of release so as to reduce or dimhate, to the extent practicable, funher releases tha may pcxw a th 
tQ hurnvl health and the environmq 4) Comply With any applicable standatds for managemen T of 

envimmat, 2) Atrrin media cleanup standards set by the implemea@ ageocy, 3) Conwl the 

wastes, 5) Other factors. Other faaors include f ive general k m r s  that will be corsidesed as appropnate 
by the Division in selecting a remedy rhat meets che four mdards above. "he five general facrOrS 
indude: a. Long-term reliability $nd eftdveness; b. Reducrion in the tbxicizy, mobility or volume of 
waste; c. Shon-tm effectiveness d. impiemenmbility; aud e. Cos. 

RWCKWA corrective action ;erndies must meet &e above listed staddards. merefare, rht! ~ i n s c l  
CMSES rn provide detailed ddcumentarion of how tbe p0reatia.l remedy wiU amply with each of the 
Five R C U  CAP standards. 

Rl?SpoWZ 

DOE be!ieves that the five criteria of EPA's RCRX C4beaive Acrion Plan (OSWER Direaive 9902.3- 
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coataminanrs that are not identified In the OU-1 ltFyRl report: 

1 COmmeaL-7: 

JnTnedmolera and Lnaccllrate Identification of ARA Ri - "he Divisioa has commented on ssvera! otcaSioos 
regarding specific deficiencies in the ideatIfication of A.URs  for OU-1. The Division has edpressed 
major con- with the DOE'S identificatioo and determination of ARARs d e r  TM 10. The b j o r i t y  
of the Division's c o m m a  and coacerrls regarding AIWb have not beea adequately addtedsed and 
remain uuresolved in this draft @S/FS, In c~mmerrrp to TM 11, the D[vision deferred M U R s  
comments in hope that ssveral outhding issues could be resolved through the ARARs Working Group. 
Uufortunately, the DOE has c h w n  to proceed at an mrmely slow p e a  under the AIURs working 
group and the group kas yet to enpxain subsrantiye ARARS discussions. I 

I 

The Division's general ammenfS on specific potential A R A h  are present& below. Additional%M.Rs 
corlzments are atso included in the Division's specific cammeats. AU ARARs issues must be tesoived 

I in the Fihal CMSES before the Division will consider the document to be compleze. I 

. .  . .. 

1 

State Grouedwater Standards - The DOE has Med 10 present any valid argument to suiporr its 
claim that rhe Smte grqmdwter War& are not ARARs. This document states that 
"groundwater mdards iue not addressed ARARs because the classifications requkkg those 
standards have not been applied ~~usistealy throughout the State and thus fail the NCP criteria 
of 'general applicability' in 40 CFR 300,400 cg) (4): This at,.ument, much like &e last two 
armeats against the application of Sw groundwater standards as AFLARs, is simply incorrea, 
Conttary to this argument, the phrase 'general applicability' has &ing ta do with whether or 
at smdards have betn applied mnsisrently. 'The ptwmbIe to the NCP explaids that 'of general 
applicability" means "that potential State ARARs must be applicable to all remedial sihtatioas 
described in the requirqem, not just CERCLA sites.' Consktent wirh cbe preamble's 
e x p b t i o ~ ,  State groundwater standards are applicable ro all situarions, not just CXRCLA sites 
and, therefore, are "of general applicability," Moreover, no "cl&fic3tions" exkr for organics; 
rather, the standards for prganics apply statewid6 regardless o€ classification. Therefore, the 
d a h  tbstt "he clusifications requiring t h e  standards have nat been applied consistently" makes 
no seast. 

RCRAICHWA Suboan F Grmundwacer Protection - R W C H W A  ,muddwater protection 
standards were identified!in the Division's cammats to TM IO as poeotial chemicaf specific 
.4FMRs. They have not heen included in the drirft CMS/FS. These stdndards m u 3  be identified 
as potential ARA-!! in thi Final CMSIFS. 

Doc!rine of Sovereim T i  munity - The DO€, in response to Division and EPA rnxnm3~~ on 
sovereign immunity, ha stated &at it has remOYed such language fmm the cezt of the CMS/FS, 
but that quesrio~s regardkg sovereign imrmmity may still be discussed 4mhg GRARS woririOg 
p u p  m&gs. The Di*ion and EPA positiOns' on sovereign hmiCy appear to be CiearIy 
presented, however if theDOE has any r e W g  queSriooS a~ OU-I, they m u ~ t  bo raised wder 
thisCMGSRepoa. . 

i , I  

i ;, ) 

Surface Water StandarQ - State surface wauz s t ; u r d ~ d  w e e  identified in the Division's 
comments to TM 10 as potemial chemical specffic ARARs, They have POC beea included in the 
draft CMSGS. Tnwe standxds must be identified as potedn'alAL4R~ 

C!osure of French Dnin,-  The requirements for the final closure of the French drain must be 

the Final CMS/FS. 
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itkntiiied as A&& and hclcded in the detailed analysis of alternatives. 

Radioanive. i?w and Mixed W w d f i l  I R e a u k e m u  - The Division considas W: 
130 to be a mixd-hazardaus waste landfill which bsost. be closed in accordance with al 
applicable IandfiU regulatory requirements. Therefore, the DOE must identify aIl ARAEZS am 
TBC arsociafed with laadfilts in this CMSGS. lids deterraination Is based on the drrcumente 
disposal of radioactive wme in the RSS, the b w n  or suspeaed disposal of hazardous w m  
debris associated with &e OPWL in the IBSS, and the d d n  of hazardous waste consu'tuent 
in groundwater monitoring wells direcdy downgradiend of @e ESS. This landfill is located 01 

art unstable hillside, is not capped and has tro coptrols in place to prevent fume release o 
exposure to hazardous c~sticuentr or radionuclides. Regardless of the curreat risk associm 
with II.IsS 130, the DOE must meet a l l  appropriate regulatory criteria for landfills. The DO1 
must identify all ARARs 'relevast to solid, radioactive, hazardous and mixed waste laadfllls. 

! 

8 
'- 

I 

I 
Response: 

DOE disagrees with the suremen; chat the ideatifiation of AIRARS h the OU-1 C M S R  is incomplete 
The Stare may disagree with the sdecdon of A U X s ,  however, the identifiwion of AIL4Rs w x  
performed x.casding to guidance in the CMS/FS and h Ws 10 and 11. During the raview of TM 11 
the State emphasized that action9pecific ARARs were behg reviewed and comments would follou 
shortly. These comments were lnevex received and therefote Safe input was mt available prior ti 
prepatation of the CMS/FS repon. The folIowing responses are applicable to portioos of this cmnmenr 

a. DOE has  carefully reviewed ,the State's position and the regulations aucerning the State's Basic 
Standards for Ground Water (5'CCR 1002-8,5.11.5). DOE has de€&& that the State's basic 
standards are potential ARARs for all ~ ~ n t a m h n t ?  except radionudides. ne CMS/FS will be revise 
to reflect chis potatid ARAR a& OW-I. 

b. The R C U  groundwater proteqion standards (6 CCR 1007-3,264, Subpart were briefly mentionec 
in the d d e d  aadysis of alternatives in the CMSRS. The C M S E  will be revised to clarify that tht 
RCRA grouudwarerproz&on standards are ch&cal-specitic AURS and that &e procw of establishing 
groundwater protxtioa standards a& the point of eompliaaCe is part ofthe sdeaion of a proteaive temedj 
under R C U  and CERCLA. ?he RCRA pundwata:  proteaion sfandax& are maximum cornaminam 
levels or idternace concentration levels as approved by tbs Direcror. It is noted that MCLs were used ir 
rhe CMSES as the potential cheqiul-specific ARARs psed to idaufy PRGs. - 

I 

c. This co~zmeut is noted, DOE: believes that the proper f o m  for hrther discussion of ~0vereig.1 
immunity is the ARAk working $mup. 

d. Although the Smre identified ;he Colorado surface water quality standards as potesdal cfiemical- 
specific ARARs earlier in the CMSES pcocess, surface water has MW been one of the media lnvesti,pated 
a OU-1. The IcFI/RI identifies soil and groundwater as the media of concefq within the boundaries of 
OU-1. Information presented in: the RFuRl on the water quaiity of Woman Creek and the South 
Intuceptor Ditch is from OU-5 @ other Io&m. 

e. Clarification of this comment'is required in order to mpond to b e  a m e n t .  Toe french drain 
colleus ground water and to OUT howledge is MC 8 waste unit DOE is unfhmiliv with specific 
requitemem applicable to "ciosme' of a freach drain. DOE requais that the Stare provide specific 
references to support the commeas 
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f. Theidencification of IIISS 130 3 mixed wase [andfill is the first e6mmuc h m  the State on thIs 
subject since the initial preparation of the CMS/FS tepa= The WURI report did not identify this issue, 
aad the comment w3s nevet raked by the State. DOE requeazs tttat the Stare specify ia requirements for 
defermining what areas are coasidepl mixed waste landfills at t h e m ,  and what regulatory basis is 
be&g used for these desipuioas. I 

Cammmt 8: 

Point of Cornuliance with Preliminarv Remediation GQ& -The DOE bas incorrectly detstmined Women 
creek 2s the pint of compliance for protectiveness and AMJ2.s requirements at OU-1. State 
groundwater standards are appli+le to all groundwafa h OU-1. The polat af compliance for 
groundwater PRGs at OU-1 is theqefore anywhere that groundwater is present at OU-1. 'R~ar is, hey 
both must be me& n e  correct pod of compliance must be incorporated into this report and udized in 
the development and screening of @tmatives. Once a remedy is selected, a new poiat of compliance 
for remedy et?&venas will be chosen and specifically defineated. 

. .  

i 
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Rt3pOIlSe: 

Woman Creek has not beax seleqed as a point of compliance in the draft CMSES -on DOE'S 
position on this issue is that the point of compliance should be discussed in wor!&g rnbg with the 
agencies. The meetings held in July 1994 with regrerenchtives from b0d1 agencies concerning 
groundwarcr monitoring for the C&fS/FS regmt did covet me subjea of the point of compliance. These 
discussions were focused on the RCRA requirements found in 6 CCR 1003-7, 264.95 and the Stare's 
groundwater regdztious in 5 CCR 1002-8, 3-1 1.6. The RCRA requkemeuts specify the following: 

The point of compliance is a vertical surface located at the hy&aulical!y downptiient limit of 
the waste rnanag&ztent area that Wends down inco the uppermost aquifer underlying the regulated 
Unit. 

The "wxt:: management ~ $ 2 " :  

is the limir projected in the horizontal plane of the area on which waste will be placed 
during the active lifa of a regrrhted unit 

i t  includes horizoutal space taken up by any liner, dike. or other barrier designed - to 
conmid wasre in a regulated un;t; 

described by an imeginafy line ciramscribing the several regulated units. 

1 

I - i i  the facility conthins mote than o m  regulated unit, &e waste management yea is 
\ 

Whereas the Sute's requirements ,qeify the f o U o m  

For contmination idearifid and repofled oa or before Septembet 30, 1992, the p i d t  of 
compliance for the smewide standards shall bi at whichever of &e folIowing locations is closest 
to the conuminatioa saury 

I 

- the site boundary; or _ _  
- ths hydrologicall downgradient limit of the m in which colruminatioa ex& when 

idenfified. 
8 Xovcmbcr 22, 19% 
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ne state's comment defining tbe hint of compliance as '... anywhere that groundwater is pr- BL OU- 
1..-' appears to be iaconsisteatwkh eithec s e t  of regulations, W E   request^ clarification as to the basis 
€OK the state's assertion that the pbint of compliance has no relation to site boundaries, and that the oiat 
of compliance should be arbitrarily set in the W S ,  d y  to be r a i s e d  once a remedy is salec . 
Comment 9: I / 
Compliance with and protection of human health and the envuonmeaf are two distinct &LA 

Selection of Prelirninatv R e m e d i a t i o w  -TheDOEhasselecteciStataMC'LsasPR~forO -I in 
this draft CWlFS. wdile the di*ion considers Srate and Federal MctS to bs p o t d  A M k  fok OU- 
I, the Divisiou does not fmd thatstace MCLs are necessarily the appropriate PRGs fot all mntamhts 
for either IHSS 119.1 or the OU. Sufficient documdoa  supporting how and why the DOE s e k c d  
Stace M C U  as PRGs for OU-1 iS not included in the CMS/FS Regart. The rationale for selectla State 
MCLs over risk based PRGs or oger ARARS is wc included in the draft CUSKS. PRGs should the 
lower of chemical specific or risk-based PRGs that exceed background and appropriare QLs. 

requirements for remedies. PRG selection must be conecrly implemented and fully docamend n the 
Ftul ChlSIFS. I 

\ 

! 
Re5ponse: 

DOE does not agree that groundwatfr PRGs should be set at the lowest possible d u e  avadable, 
r e g a d a s  of the practicality of remediating to this h e ,  This is pxcicularly true in the me of OU-1, 
where groundwar is muginally available and does not present a re3lsuc sauce of usable driakiag 
water. This comment wilI be &dressed frvthet tutdez the forum of the ARARs working group. 
Jus&ifiacion for selection of StatelMMCts was provided during the wor'Ling m-gs held between DOE, 
EPA, a d  the Sate in January ofthis year, and is Wuded in TM 10. A t  the request of both ~ m u e s  
much of the materid praennted in h e  TMs was not hcluded in the OU-l CMSES to limit duplication 
of material, If this approach is no longer desired by the agulcies, then DOE will include the mdterial 
horn both TMs in the rsvised CMSFS report. I 

' \  
commt 10: I 

I 

DeveIoDrnent of Preliminary Remediation Goals - The Division does not f d  that the PRGs developed 
in section 2.3 of this draft CMSlFS adequately 2ddress all of the RAOs presented in Section 2 2  ,or the 
additional Rhos required in the pivision's specific wmm~nts, The Stats MCLs seiected by the DOE 
2s PRGs for groundwatet fail to plm &e groundwatet RAO as identified in his draft CMSES 
No PRGs have been developed tq ensure protecdoa of groundwater from degradarioa by 
coaamhaaoo under the subsurf+ soil RAO, PRGs must be devdoped &%'ensure 
obtained ac OU-I. This includes the complete and accurate idendficatiouof dl &bemid specific AICARS. 

It-nse: 

DOE requests ciarifiation of this comment Specifically, the comm~lrt states rhar State MCLs faiI co 
meet h e  gmundwlter RAO Iistd in the draft CMS/FS report, &ea goes on fo state that no PRGs have 
been devetoped to ensure that protection of groundwata from degradation by subsufacx soii 
anfamination under the suhs& soil RAO. DOE wests ctarifidon as u3 which RAG &e State 

inrendzd to target the subsurface foil medium. 

In addition, subsurface soil PRGs m o t  be established unless there exists a clear source of subsufice 

l is referring u) in regard to the M a .  M C L s  are presented as PRGs for groundwater and are not 

I 
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Risk Based PRG Calculation Methodotcq - The Divisioa specifically raised several concef~ls with the 
calculation of risk based PRGs in cqments to TM 10. The DOB has failed to a d m y  address many 
of these couun~ts. Mdny oE the& issues remain unresolved from the Fmal P h a  m RFYRI Repart. 
me Division approved the Revised Fiaal phase I l l  IzFI/RI Report, Rocky Flats Plant 881 Hillside, OU1, 
June, 1994 wntineent umr~QOE's revisions OR a limited m b e r  6 f i s u a  These hues c a ~ o t  simpty 
be addressed by discussingthem in the Pbase JII RE;ivRI report commenr-respouse sedon. The. Division 
has mc &n convinced 8y DOE'S arguments, and expeas cornplhce with our requests, 

, 

i 

The Division's major issues included: aa adequare quantitative aJSeSsment of external irradiation both 
OU-wide and at the source; a geed qualitative assessmeat of toxicity of PAHs and PCBS and akm oE chose 
chemids far which there are UQt as yet any EPA toxicity factors; calculation of intake ~aiues for alI 
those chemids for which there are as yet w EPA toxicity factors; an assessment of surfaw soil exposure 
to the consmaion worker receptor; and a more objective presentation of the risk. As of yet, &e 
Division has not seen my revisioh. Tliezefore, DOE'S contention that absolutely no changes. will bz 
made in rhe PRG documents of methodology beGus8 similar methodologies were used id the RURR 
document is Dteaaare. The Divisioa is particuIarfy a n m e d  b y  the DOE'S r e h d  to calculate exferaal 
q o s u r e  to ;adiatioa by a future reside& 'This &dation is &ppaned bath by RAGS (PzuvB, p.35) 
and by 1C.W 26 aod 30. 

Response: 

The comrns listed in this ament do not apply to the OU-1 CMS/FS report. They ate primarily 
RFII/RI issues as stated in ~ ! e  coa+xt and do not affect alternative development. In addition, the Scate 
hzs requested throughouz the comment document that &e OU-1 CMSES report not include any refirence 
to the surf- soil medium. DO# seeks clariiiatio~ as to my the canceras listed in tbis oommedc ~ z e  
presemed here in light of the State's comments regarding this medium. Although the State is particularly 
concerned about external expos& U) radhthn by a future resid-, DOE requests clarification of how 
this will affect the waldon of remedii action a l d v e s  for groundwater at OU-I. 

Comment 12: 

Failure to Considm ALL Conta&nans - This cool~llent was raised ~II the Division's ~ o ~ e a t s  to "M 
10 and TM 11. It has not bee i  fully addressed by &e DOE and remairrs a d d ~ e n c y  in chis dtaft 
C M S E S  report. 

The Division, unda its corrective'action ad~oritg, will copsideraiJhazat&us cmstime.nts fbund ac OU-1 
in making a corrective action decision. Iherefore, &e CMS musr ladude all wnt.mhnC3 arui cannot 
be limired to only the BRA CQCS. Tbe BRA COC screen was developed to focus rite BR4 ckk 
evaluation on risk drivers. This Screen does not prcctude non-COCs ftvn being present az levels above 
risk based concern or that need management ad montrOrhg. Thk is evidtxt h Table 5-2 of ti18 dr& 
C M S f f S  w h m  many nou-COCs are shown lo bo present at OU-1 at con~Crations above risk based 

! 
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PRGs. As stated by the DivisIoa in previous camp the Division reqbirts that all contaminants. 
identifled at OU-1 be inciuded:and,fully evaluated in the OU-l CMS/FS. 

R v e  . 

The table referenced in this comment is tabown. kt addition, DOE rquessts clarification on the State's 
posizioa that all contaminants ide$fied at OU-l be fully evaluated- It is unclear in this contment how 
a c o n m t  is 'emhxted'. Thetfocus of the CMS/E;s report is to evaluate remedid aaion. alternatives 
using specific COCs as indicators .to determine the effectivenest of each alternative. The CMSFS report. 
will bs revised to specify that the complete list Of c 0 n m  are potential COCs, althopgtr the 
alternative evaluation process will remain unchanged, 

Comment 13: 

Sub= rface so ifs Preliminam Rernediatron Goals - TIM DOE has repeatedly €ailed to r q o n d  to the 
Division's Oonetns that subsme& soil mn?rzminnrinn is rot being adequately eddressed in the CMSFS. 
The DOE conhues to claim that subsurface soils were fouud not LO present unacceptable risk in the Bk4, 
and thts do not require consideraion. This is not correct, subjurf'ace soils were indirectly evaluated in 
the B W  through groundwater pathways, many of which were found to present efevated risks. 

Regardless of the BRA, hazardoe constituents are pres- In the subsurFace so*& within OU-1 and must 
be evaluated in the R W W A  Corrective Measuras Study and subsequent Corrective Action 
Decision. "herefore, subsurface soils must be ansidered along with groundwater in developing RAOs 
and PRGs. MOs and PRGs for subsukce soils must be based on risb; promtiob of groundwater and 
m. 

. .  

Response: 

DOE requests clariGcation from the State as to how subsurface soil PRGs be developed based on risk, 
orotection of groundwater, and ML4.l?s, when no d&ct risks have been identified in the BRA, and 
chemical-specific A R A B  currently do not exist for this medium. The State has repesedly suggesml that 
PRGs be develope4 for subsurface soils without providing guidance as to what is being r e q u d .  

Additionally, given the wide variability in partitioning values found at OU-1, PRGs m o t  be reliably I 

calculated fot subsurface soils bad on these values- DOE therefore rsQuests that the State clarify 
wfiether it is askidg for PRGs baed 0x1 ingestion o f  subsurface soil, or on CQ- transport @J 

groundwater. If the laser is the p & a q  c o q  then thif issues W d  have bee0 raised as an RFI/RI 
issue. It is unclear why the $tsce is continuing to queszion RFL/RI issues is this document 
inappropriately. 

Comment 14: 

f I 
I 

Imdwuzte Docurnernation of Remedial Action Alternah've D ~ V ~ O D  meut and Sc-inP procesS - The 
Division does not find the documentadon and supporting rationale for the &velopmebt and screening of 
remedial adon dt&-nauvei as pr&ated in TM 11 and &e draft W / F S  KI be adequate. n e  Division 
commented on the development aqd scraabg of a I d v e s  h several specific a- to TM 11. 
T&e DOE has failed u) resolve thqe commmts or address the Divisioa's CQ-, 

The DOE has on several ins:mces chosen to cite nCaU.4 guidance as a d o d e  far not addressing the 
Division's concerns. This is not sd'quate. All of the Division's cornem LIUS be fully resolved to the 
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Division's satisfadon and brE@ated hm the Ch4S/PS.' 'Ihe CMSlFS amst include a tho~ugh: 
dOCUX!IC&R of the remedy deVdOpmCnt iirad 6d-n PM-, inClUd'mg a p p w a t e  suppodlg' 
rationale. It is not appropriate to reference the DRAFT TM I1 for- this. docwmtao 'Ok 

Resj~onse: 

The draft TM 11 docum& was k&pordte4 by refereace in the OU-1 CMs/FS rqort  as agreed to by 
DOE, EPA, and the State dwhgvariaus working m d g s .  At the request of both regulatory agencies 
this was done in order to limit the dupIicatioa of matetial found In the TMs and the CMS/FS report. I f '  
desired, che f'mal CMSES report will indude all of the mattrial originailyprwented b tbeTMs, although 
each document wilI stiII be availabble in the adminisnadv e recard. 

CERCLA guidance has beea cited where necessary to justify the amount of detail included in the CMS/FS 
report, W o r  to explain how speciftc macepts are applied in the C M S / F S  process. DOE has attempted 
ta sacisfmrily address $he State's concerns while maintaining the intern of R C U  and CERCIA cleanup 
guidelines which soecify evaiuac)ng various criteria to detamhe both the feaslbiZity and necessity of 
initiating remedial actioos. Ihe State's positton to date has been that remedid action is warranted at OU- 
1 regardless of the results of the cfemed analysis of alternatives, DOE fundamentaUy diswees with this 
appruach and has therefore cited guidance where necessary to mahain aa appropriate arid accepted 
methodology to remedy sdectiori. 

Comment 3.5: 

Jrnoacrs of DecOmmis.sionine of the Ftenc!! Drain - Sevezd of the altenratives pcesentd in this 
document, includ-bg the DOE prefened alternarive; recomead the d e m m i S S i o ~ g  of rhe ken& drain 
The text in seved sections discusses decommissfouing the fiench drain by breaching the d& with a 
backhoe. It does not appear that the dmmdsioning of the &in w s  considered in modeling of 
contamidant migation down gradient of the drain. Specifically, any breach in the drain would become 
a preferential pathway for nm'prt to Women Creek. Conraminated groundwater collected in the 
"deconunissioned" drain would essentially be discharging dirzctly to Women Crlak 3s surfxe water. 
This pathway must be consider@ in modeling the impact of decommissioning the drain. 

! 

The ament modding asstunes that if the fterzch drain were dzcommkiooed, contamination would 
evenmaliy reach Women Creek via cow4 migration of rhe contaminant plume down gradient of the 
drain. The fate of contaminate# groundwater calleaed within the ken& - drain after dmmmissioaing 
must be considered in modeling @e impact of such alternatives. 

Additionally, the eventual final~clssure of the french drain raises many 'Sues that h m  yet to be 
considered Lacludingpomtid d m  ntamination methods, cIosure perform- standards and potential post- 
closure a r e  requirements €or thei drain. l l e  Division strongly recorn& that the DOE M y  consider 
these issues in evaluating the role of the b c h  dnin in remedial dternatlves at OU-I. 

Response= 

Decormni-tsioning of the bsin was not considered In modeling of antmhlrlt migration downgradient 
of the drain As discussed in the response to General Copunent 41, chis Issue was wt raised during the 
various meetings heid with borh regdaroty a g d e s  to discus  the concqrual approach applied to 
modeling OU-I. Additionally, it is unclear how decommissioning of the drain would result in &=ea 
discbarge m surface warer, and'how the State wishes tbis pathway to be considezed in modding the 
impact or' decommissioning the drain. DOE thedore requesrs clatir?ation as to what type of modeling 
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&e State is suggesting for the fr+ach drain. 

The State's ~~rnmmtc regarding dmn-on r n m  for the french drain are lkewiseuuclear; DOE 
is unaware of any regulatory provisiom for deanhmlnftdng rhiz type of unit, for cioslne perfomme 
stanbards, or potential post-do+ care requirements . DOE requests clarification as to what State 
rquirements are being r e f e m y i ,  and how these requkecusocr affect selealon 04 a preferred remedy at 
ou-1. 1 

Commeot 16: 

I 

. 

h l e  fif Institutional and En@n@m Cmtrols - N B  explains that instttutioual controls shall  not 
substitute for active response measures 8s the remedy unless such active mBasures are d e t d  not to 
be practicable, based on the balancing o f  trade-off3 m a g  alternatives (300.430 (a) (1) (iii). Clearly 
not the case hefe. In any event,,the use of k t h t i o a a l  comols to limit exposure at the site does not 
alleviare the requiremar fo meq or waive all ARARs. 

Response: 

DOE disagrees wich the State's assertion that active measures m justified at OU-1 based on the balancing 
of trade-off3 among alt&ves. DOE requests darificdtion of the Sm's pasiaoa given the State's 
adcnowledgment that it has not reviewed the detailed analysis of alternatives, and therefbre has not 
examined the anzlysk of the RCRA and CERCLA evaluafba criteria for each progosed remedd action. 
DOE atso reQueus &at the Stare specify why idad coaaols are mt appropriare for OU-1. DOE 
agrees that &e use of institutiond controls do nat alleviate the requirement ro meet, ot  waive all A U R s ,  
a d  does not p m t  this view in the CMSES report- 

Comment 17: 

RegulatorvR eaoirementq . for W 130 Radio&ve Site - 800 A r g  - Recent gcoundwatw monitoring 
data for the three monitoring weils directly down gradient of IHSS 130 (36?91,36691,217191) show the 
presence of hazardous coustituents'not deteaed during the Phase III WVRT sampling. The dare from two 
of these wells over the time frame utilized in the RFI/RI (1990 to mid 1992) were limited to only a single 
sampling event. The newer 1993 rn0nito-v data may confirm the HRR tepm that hazarddus waste 
associated with the OPWL were disposed of at this JHSS ad are poteruially leaching from this KKSS into 
the groundwater. As a result, the Division is currently mviewhg this monitoring well dara to determine 
if IHSS 130 is 8 pomhal hmatdous WWB laadflll, as well 8s a d t o d v e  w e  la~&%I. As such, the 
Division requires that remedial action alms b e  developed for this landfill that ar8 prOteaive of 
human health and the environment, and meet all the appropriate regulamry requirements. ' 

Response: 

DOE disagres wirh the assumption that EISS 130 should be considered a mixed waste lantiiill, DOE 
requesrs that the Statz provide justification as to why this EEiS falls into this regulatory classification. 
DOE also disagrees with the State's position given that it is stiU trying to determine whether lRSS 130 
is a potential hirrardous w a e  l e  based ondowngradient groundwater dam. This mmmeat represents 
a significant departure from the qproach LO altanativs developmat pmeared to the agencies s i d e  
January of this yea. Raising such an issue aft= pregaratiau of the draft CMs/FS limits the d u e  of the 
cdnsultive process that has been occnrring to date between DOE and the regulatory agencies The State 
has Ctiricized DOE for its approach to negotiating issues, hawever, it appears as if discourse which ocmrs 
during the w0-u meetiqs sunounding the CMS/PS is mc being considered in Wrinen comments. 
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SInce J a n u a ~ y  of I& year the f& of the OU-1 CMSES has been on groundwater remediatioa, Tbis 
approach is supparred by thetRFI/RI,teporr and ths BRA in parti&. DOE'S positioa is that it is 
iaapproprb 00 target units for r+iation which have been identiffed as risk ~anhcibtltorsac the site, 
and are nut h violation of existing ARARS, 

Comment 18: . . .  
i I 

\ 

use of All A v W I e  Data - Ihe modding aid analysis of g m u n d ~  data in this report must use all 
available field data. Groundwater monitoring data for the hillside is available h m  1981 to the p m t .  
Limiting this report to grouadwatet data from 1990 to mid 1992 is not appropriate. Additionally, thae 
is no mention of the December 1993 soil gas survey conducted at MSS 119.1. The Division requires 
that all available field data be used in the Final ChWFS. It is important to wft that the RFURT was 
paformed using data gathered at a ~ t e  point in time (1990 tn mid 1992). Inclusion of any new, 
pertinenc data into the development of the fbd CMS/FS is essential in order to hdp eastre an a c ~ r r a ~ e  
CMSZS. 'flwetbre, %,new information is obtained and evaluated, fbther field work at OU-1 may be 
required prior 10 a renedy seidon.  

Resplrser 
! 

DOE bdieves it is appmpriate to .use &e data set cddsidered in the 'RFIIRI repott for the groundwater 
modei coaswaed for tbe OU-l CMSES, Groundwater monitoring dm for the hillside is zvailable to 
the present &e and wiII coathueto be available in the h e .  However, the grouadwatet rncxid.must 
consider a- data set bar is static and cannot be updated conthuousiy based on Current monibring 
pro,garns. The data set seieaed for the model is the most appmptiate data set to use given Zes use in the 
WRl report, to which results o f  the madel S 6  behg compared. DOE disagrees with &e State's 
position that as new information is obrained and evaluared, furtfier field work at  OU-1 may be required 
prior to remedy selection. Remedy selwim is based on the results ofthe CMSES reporc, Mi& in turn 
is based on the resuhs of the WI/RT repok DOE bdieves that the Srate Is inappropriately suggesting 
continued TzlFI/RI characterization, while continuing to request that the CMSES be conducted regardless 
of unresolved dtaracterkation iss~es. 

Comment I% 

I 

Detaiied Analvs is of AIrernatives - As docummed kt the Division's comments. the DOE has made m y  
fundameatal mistakes in the CMS/FS proces, hciuding selection of ARARs and PRGs, and the 
development of alternatives. The number and degree of these mistaktj have forcsd the Division p 
conclude tbat the uaderlyidg basis for the d&ed analysis of dternatives and the prefened alternariPe 
presented in this draft CMSES are fatally flawed and withour basis. 'The Divisioa requires thar, att'er 
the ARARs, PRGs, devefopmem of dtmatives and alI othet underiying errors in rhk repa are 
cotrected, €he detailed analysis of dternstives and DOE preferred remedy by reworked 

The detailed d y s i s  of dternatjves must include detailed d o c u m d o n  of how the potentid remedy will 
comply with & of the five standards for evaluation of a final corrective measure dcernative ptesenred 
in the RCRA Corrective Adoa Plan (0s- Directive 990234, as wet1 as the nine criteria 
Specifically, the Division requires the reworked decaild analysis of aI~maSives tD indude how the 
sourca of r e l e a s  will be contIoUed, and to ~ ~ m p l y  with any applicable standards for management of 
wastes as evaluation criteria. - 

The Division has not speci5dy.  commented on s&oa 4.0 D d e d  AnAysiS of Alternatives, of this 
d& CMSFS. The Division finds that based on the number. and significance of the untesoived issues, 
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cbs eva ldon  of section 4 knot/- at this tima This should MC be mnstnred as ca~cunepc~ 
by theDivisioa on anything contyed m Seaion 4 of ths.draftCMSIFs. 

I 
I L 
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DOE does nbt agree that " m i s ~ e s "  were made in the cMs/FS process at OU-1. Many of the 'mes 
raked by the Stau have faiIed to poim to specific deficiencies in the W / F S  repoa ami instead are 
general statements that are not supported by dear exampla. In many cases, issues presented are opinions 
of the State which have not nfxe$sady been identified by the EPA as defidenties. Sevsrai ammeats 
received from the Stace suggest thkt the documeat does not ioctude an adalpis of the RCRA 'stadads". 
Because the Srate did not aaluatz the detbiled analysis of alternaciVes where &ese criteria are evaluared, 
DOE does uot bdieve these corn- are warranred; Tbe following table delineates how the RCRA 
evaluation driteria ampare to the C€RCLA evaluation critefia which are -indud& h the d d e d  analysis 
of a l t d v e s .  The Sure has spggested in w e a l  co- tbat the RCRA criteria have not been 
conside-ced. As shown @the table, CERCLA and RGLA evaluation c h e h  are essentially SimiIar and 
are discussed at len@ in S a i o a  4.0 ofthe CMS/FS rqort, which the Sme has apparendy not reviewed. 

TAB= 1. 

: 
i 

I 

.?I ! 



. *I Comment 20: 

1 '1 re to '-,-In the CMSiFS DOE based 
its decision on whaber remediatiou alternatives protected human health solely on the d e l e d  ptedictiow 
of the fate and t m q o r t  of one chemical, PCE3. They did not disarsJ CC14, l,l,-DCE. or any other 
hazardous am&ueas. This is unacceptable. RAGS P a t  B states that all cbeub ls  with risk gretet 
than lxlod 'shodd remain on the Iist af ChemiCaiS of poteati?l c~ncerzl for that medium' W G S  part 
8 p. 16). A remediation decision based on ody one chedcaI does not aMsiderthe cumuI&ve risks from 
a l l  chemicals in a particular media. 'In this case, the remediadon decision does ROC even consider the risk 

PCE. Moreover. HQs were not even calculated for inhalation exposure (see Tables C-64,5  & a) 
because RO inhalation RfD was available fbr PCE, 

from CC14 and 1,l-DCE, both of which ate toxic id i~ bighe c r r ~ ~ e z m a t i ~ n ~  at OU1 than 

If DOE had done a toxicicy assessmeat ou this chemical it would have bean apparent that there is no 
evidence that this chemical causes local respiratory traa kriguon, so that it would be appropriate to do 
routte-ronte extrapolation on rbz oral toxicity factat for this chemical. As it is, W E  did not even d u a t e  
the single chemical ic assessed ia the CmFS for noncarcinogenic eficcs by &e inhalation route of 
exposure. 

Response: 

The revised OU-1 CMSFS will include each BIZA COC in the risk evafwdoa for each alternative, with 
the zddition of TCE due to its presenca in unusually high coacenaatiOns at OU-1. W s  from &e 
,groundwater model wiIt be examined for each of thess COG and will be incorporated in the appropriate 
residual risk discussions. 

The residual risk for the residential receptar will be documented consistent with the methodology 
presented in che draft Appendix C. An inhal2tion reference dose for PCE Was ROC available in NS, 
EXEAST, or ECAO. The issue of a &D for PCE will be deferred to ECAO for additional guidance prior 
to revision of the C M S E S  report.' 

<=omment 22: 

Groundwater Modeling - This model is a first aaempc UJ describe a compIex system and as m& t& 
to raise as many or more q~eslions than it answers about the conceptualization of the source loations and 
inciusioa of decay products- The concept of a single flow line within a py$ece"tl"l h e 1  may not 
adequately describe the tlow system between the. chosen calibrarion we&. Slpmpiag is an acrive process 
on tbe hillside and may intempt what appears to be d bedrock low c h d .  Current top of bedrock 
i a f o d o n  may not be detailed enough to define a single flow path a&siy, rherePore this mod4 
represents a theoretical flow path with a gradient similarr m flow paths that may exkt o n  the hiUsida. 
Only one concepntalizarion of the SOUICB was considered, a residual DNAPL locared in one cell at the 
bedrocklaltuvium interfice. Akunate source comxptudlzatious such as d W b n  inm the pore watag 

of the bedrock bemen fiacmes were mC dad. The model shows a fair axnouuc of conaminant 
moving b o u g h  the bedrock Fanion of tbe model so a source w i a  W o c k  could be important. 
Discussion of the choices mads in &e modei a- * 'on is an impoMnt demenr id model 
docruneatation. 

0n-m calibrdom were apparently performed w& less chan the full Of available data and not 
ail an-= in the PCE decay chain were considered. The SOU= and locarion of each succeeding 
m0-t b a m e s  dizpersed from the tnnsport of Is parenr product Such complex 1-ge of 
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The concept of a single flow line within a prefa-eaial ChaMet was based on the hydrageologic coaditious 
p w t e d  in the WVRl rqorl and filnliamgDtal Ww for developing and applying a mumerid 
model. Dara born the RFYRX report reveal Iimited s- anditions et OU-I. The alignment ofthe 
d e l e d  flow path corresponds to the suspected s o w  area at MSS 119.1 and the direction of 
groundwatez fiow as interpreted in the RFI/RI. The groundwater flow direcfim also oorrespands to the 
"bedtock low channel'. Thus, as ipdicated in the commerrt, the model represents a theareticat flow pa& 
with a gradient similar to flow paths tbar may exis on &he hillside. A model caxmot represeat anything 
else. A slump block may influence the dK-n of Bow; bowever, the modeled flow path is aii,aned in 
the directton d t h g  in the largejt hydraulic gradient "&us, analysis of altenradva theocedcd flow 
parhs would contribute little in undersmnding tbe aansport of comaminancS at the hillside considering the 
conceptualized hydrageologic maditions present. 

In response to conceptualization of the source, consider the possibility of three sources for groundwater 
c o a M o n ;  a source above &e water table, a source at the b&ock/colIuvium inrwface, and a s o w  
in the bedrock. For a source above the whtef table, the ooataminaet could not dissolve fraeiy into 
groundwarer. A constant source zr the bed~collwium inserface could dissolve ittdefimdy into. 
groundwater. A source in the bedtock could also dissolve into groundwater bmwould. migrate at 2- 
slower rate &an the source at the bedro&alluvim in&erface. Thus, a-commt souzc6 at the 
bedrocklcolluvium interface representr the worst Cas8 sceniirh. 

With regard to ache specifics of the comment, the COCs modeled are consistent with the COCs identided 
in the BRA and discussed wich the agencies 00 May 23,1994, This meeting included DOE'S explanation 
of exady how tbe model W ~ J  to be coustructed and was discuss& in detail with all parties partkipariug. 
The model was developed in accordance with tfiese discussions as well as with the active participatioa 
of CDPHE and D A  rsptesentatkes during S e v d  workkg meetings thaC followed. 
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